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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 93407 

ACADEMIC SENATE 

MEETING OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, January 5 2010 

01-409,3:10 to 5:00pm 

I. 	 Minutes: 
Approval of minutes for Executive Committee meeting ofNovember 10 2009 (pp. 
2-3). 
II. 	 Communication(s) and Announcement(s): 
III. 	 Reports: 
A. 	 Academic Senate Chair: 
B. 	 President's Office: 
C. 	 Provost: 
D. 	 Statewide Senate: 
E. 	 CF A Campus President: 
F. 	 ASI Representative: 
G. 	 Caucus Chairs: 
H. 	 Other: 
IV. 	 Consent Agenda: 
V. 	 Business Item(s): 
A. 	 Resolution on Program Suspension: Foroohar/Kurfess, chairs for 
Faculty Affairs and Instruction Committees (p. 4). 
B. 	 [Time Certain 4pmJ Resolution on Faculty Participation in 
DigitaICommons@CalPoly: Kurfess, chair for Instruction Committee (p. 5). 
C. 	 Resolution on MS Fire Protection Engineering Program: Pascua~ 
College ofEngineering (pp. 6-12). 
D. 	 Resolution on Proposal to Establish a University Center for 
Innovation and Entreprenership: TomatzkylY ork, Orfalea College of 
Business (pp. 13-25). 
E. 	 Resolution on Selection Process for the Nomination of Faculty 
Representatives to the Advisory Committee for the Selection of Campus 
President: Executive Committee (pp. 26-30). 
VI. 	 Discussion Item(s): 
VII. 	 Adjournment: 
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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, California 93407 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
MINUTES OF 
The Academic Senate Executive Committee 
Tuesday, November 10, 2009 
01-409,3:10-5:00 p.m. 
1. Minutes: The minutes ofJuly 16, September 22, and October 13, 2009 were approved_ 
II. Communications and Announcements: none. 
III. Reports: 
A. Academic Senate Chair: Fernflores participated in a meeting with Sandra Ogren, Vice 
President for University Advancement, Eric Fisher, Chair of the Academic Senate Budget 
and Long-Range Planning Committee, and Bob Stets, Associate Vice President for 
University Advancement, where increasing the faculty members involved in 
advancement efforts was discussed. They also discussed establishing closer ties between 
the Senate Budget and Long Range Planning Committee and the Foundation budget. 
B. President' s Office: none. 
C. Provost: Koob announced that the proposal for summer term is almost complete, while 
enrollment management continues to move forward. 
D. Statewide Senate: Foroohar reported on several resolutions adopted by the Statewide 
Senate at its November 12 and 13 meeting, including a resolution to designate March 2, 
2010 as a system wide furlough day. LoCascio added that there continues to be a lot of 
concern about remediation, math competency, and the capabilities ofCMS. 
E. CF A Campus President: Saenz reported that the number of campuses talking about 
cutting programs is growing. CF A is closely scrutinizing the summer proposal. 
F. AS! Representative: Griggs announced a week-long event as a way to uncover students' 
concerns on the topics of budget and furloughs. 
G. Caucus Chairs: none. 
H. Other: none. 
IV. Consent Agenda: none. 
V. Business Items: 
A. Academic SenatelUniversity committee appointments: The following were approved: 
College of Agriculture, Food and Environmental Science 
Curriculum Committee Robert Flores, AgEduc 
Distinguished Scholarship Award Nana Fakye, Dairy Science 
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College of Architecture and Environmental Design 
Faculty Affairs Committee Graham Archer, ArchEngr 
Research & Professional Development Marc Neveu, Architecture 
Professional Consultative Services 
Fairness Board Arnie Hammond, Career Services 
B. 	 Resolution on the AB 656 (Academic Senate College ofEngineering Caucus): Agbo, 
College ofEngineering Caucus Chair, presented this resolution which, requests that Cal 
Poly's Academic Senate support Assembly Bill 656. MlSIP to agendize the resolution. 
C. 	 Resolution on Incomplete "f' Agreements (Instruction Committee): Lertwachara, chair of 
the Instruction Committee presented this resolution which requests the repeal of AS-569-
OIlIC and that instructors use the enhanced feature ofPeopleS oft to enter conditions for 
removal ofan incomplete grade. M/SIP to agendize the resolution. 
D. 	 Resolution on Grade Forgiveness (Instruction Committee): Lertwachara, chair of the 
Instruction Committee presented this resolution which requests the repeal of AS-645-06 
and allows undergraduate students to repeat up to 16 units of grade forgiveness in courses 
with a grade lower than a C. M/SIP to agendize the resolution. 
E. 	 Approval ofAcademic Review Internal Reviewers: the following were approved: Unny 
Menon (Industrial Engineering Dept), reviewer for MS programs (Agribusiness, 
Agriculture, and Forestry Sciences) in CAFES. 
Camille O'Bryant (Kinesiology Dept), reviewer for Recreation, Parks and Tourism 
Administration program in CAFES. 
VI. 	 Discussion Items: 
Executive Committee criteria for agendizing resolutions: One caucus chair thought that that 
caucus chairs should represent the view of their entire caucus, even if not everyone is consulted. 
VII. 	 Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 4:46 p.m. 
Submitted by, 
~~7~____--V 
Academic Senate 
2 

-4-

Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -10 
RESOLUTION ON PROGRAM SUSPENSION 
1 WHEREAS, The Academic Senate of Cal Poly recognizes that the large reduction in the University's 
2 budget has produced pressures on colleges to suspend academic programs; and 
3 
4 WHEREAS, The Academic Senate of the California State University (ASCSU) "recognizes that 
5 'emergency measures' may appear to be justified by the magnitude of the [fmancial] crisis, 
6 but that such measures should not eviscerate the primary role of faculty in control of the 
7 curriculum" (AS-2918-09/AA, November 52009); and 
8 
9 WHEREAS, The ASCSU reaffirms its commitment "to due process and active faculty consultation on 
10 program suspension ... " (AS-2918-09/AA, November 52009); and 
11 
12 WHEREAS, The ASCSU urges all campus senates of the CSU to review and, if necessary, update their 
13 policies concerning program elimination and/or suspension (AS-2918-09/AA, November 5 
14 2009); and 
15 
16 WHEREAS, There is no Cal Poly policy on suspension of academic programs; therefore be it 
17 
18 RESOL YED: That the Academic Senate shall form a faculty task force to draft a comprehensive policy on 
19 criteria and procedures governing decisions on program suspension; and be it further 
20 
21 RESOL YED: That no academic program shall be suspended and no change shall be made in program 
22 support or student admission in such a way that the net effect suspends the program without 
23 consultation with the faculty affected by the potential change; and be it further 
24 
25 RESOL YED: That in the absence of an Academic Senate policy on program suspension, any proposal for 
26 program suspension, and/or other proposed administrative changes that would likely result 
27 in suspension of an academic program, shall be presented by the ProvostNice President of 
28 Academic Affairs to the Academic Senate Executive Committee. The proposal will include 
29 an explicit curricular and/or administrative justification, including a costibenefit analysis, 
30 which supports in detail the proposed suspension or change. Such proposals shall be 
31 presented in time to allow for reasonable review and to prepare a written report and 
32 recommendation, using procedures deemed appropriate by the Academic Senate Executive 
33 Committee. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee and Research 
& Professional Development Committee 
Date: November 22 2009 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -10 
RESOLUTION ON 
FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN DIGITALCOMMONS@CALPOLY 
1 WHEREAS, Cal Poly is committed to disseminating the fruits of its research, scholarship and 
2 creative activities (RSCA) as widely as possible; and 
3 
4 WHEREAS, Results ofthe W ASC student survey strongly suggest faculty engagement in their 
5 disciplines by way ofRSCA is a benefit for students; and 
6 
7 WHEREAS, A single repository providing access to faculty scholarship and expertise enhances 
8 interdisciplinary and collaborative RSCA; and 
9 
10 WHEREAS, Such an online university repository currently exists in the 
11 DigitalCommons@CalPoly (http://digitalcommons.calpoly.edu); and 
12 
13 WHEREAS, DigitalCommons@CalPoly provides many benefits to faculty including increased 
14 visibility, availability and use of faculty research by new audiences; and 
15 
16 WHEREAS, DigitalCommons@CalPoly is currently archiving both faculty scholarship and 
17 student scholarship, including graduate theses and project reports, and senior 
18 projects; therefore be it 
19 
20 RESOLVED: That the Cal Poly Academic Senate recommends campus-wide faculty 
21 participation in the University repository to enhance global access and availability 
22 ofRSCA; and be it further 
23 
24 RESOLVED: That the Cal Poly Academic Senate recommend participation by Cal Poly institutes 
25 and centers to enhance the visibility oftheir research outputs. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Research and 
Professional Development Committee 
Date: November 6 2009 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -10 
RESOLUTION ON 
PROPOSED NEW PILOT DEGREE PROGRAM: 
MASTERS OF SCIENCE IN FIRE PROTECTION ENGINEERING 
1 WHEREAS, There are no Fire Protection Engineering Masters programs in the Western United 
2 States; and 
3 
4 WHEREAS, There is significant industry demand and support for such a program at Cal Poly; 
5 therefore be it 
6 
7 RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate at Cal Poly endorse the implementation ofthe attached 
8 proposal for a Masters Degree in Fire Protection Engineering as a five-year pilot 
9 program commencing in fall quarter 2010. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Curriculum Committee 
Date: December 4 2009 
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Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo 
Summary Statement of Proposed New Degree Program for 
CSU Academic Master Plan Projection 
1. Title of proposed program: 
Master of Science in Fire Protection Engineering 
2. Reason for proposing the program: 
The need for fire protection engineers, especially in California and the Western 
States, is growing critical. The projected large numbers of retirements in the field of 
fire protection engineering, increasing challenges due to California's wildland/urban 
interface environment, new state structural regulations related to fire protection, 
and the lack of any higher education providers is creating a situation that needs to 
be addressed immediately. The challenge of fire in the wildland/urban interface, 
which can be defined as those areas where structures and wildland vegetation 
coincide, is of particular concern in California due to climate and growth factors. 
The program is primarily targeted toward people with undergraduate degrees in 
engineering who want to earn a master's degree and obtain their professional 
license in fire protection engineering. Fire protection engineering firms have asked 
California Polytechnic State University to develop this program in response to this 
critical shortage of fire protection engineers in California and the western states. 
Currently, there are only two universities on the East Coast that offer a master's 
degr,ee in fire protection engineering, Worcester Polytechnic Institute and the 
University of Maryland. 
3. Expected student learning outcomes and methods for assessing outcomes: 
Upon completion of this program, the students will possess the necessary 
knowledge and skills to pursue professional certification and licensure in the fire 
protection engineering discipline. Furthermore, the program will address unique fire 
challenges faced by California and other western states, including wildland-urban 
interface fires and post-earthquake fires. 
The educational objective of the Fire Protection Engineering program is to provide 
students with the knowledge, skills and tools needed to solve fire protection 
engineering problems and develop fire safety design solutions in a variety of 
professional settings. Upon completing the requirements for a Master of Science 
degree in Fire Protection Engineering, students should be able to: 
a) 	 Identify relevant fire safety codes, standards and regulations, comprehend the 
fire safety performance objectives and criteria associated with these 
documents, and apply these fire safety objectives and criteria to a broad range 
of applications. 
1 
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b) 	 Analyze the flammability characteristics of different materials, interpret the 
results of standard and non-standard fire test methods and evaluate the fire 
hazards associated with different materials in a range of anticipated settings. 
c) 	 Analyze the dynamics of fires in and around buildings and other structures 
through the application of fundamental principles and the use of state-of-the­
art computer-based fire simulation models. 
d) 	 Understand how people interact with fire conditions in buildings and calculate 
evacuation times through the application of fundamental principles of people 
movement and the use of state-of-the-art computer-based evacuation models. 
e) 	 Design fire detection and alarm systems, fire suppression systems, smoke 
management systems, egress systems and structural fire protection to achieve 
specified performance objectives. 
f) 	 Perform comprehensive fire and life safety evaluations of buildings and other 
structures through application of the knowledge, skills and tools acquired in 
this program and effectively communicate the results and findings of such 
evaluations. 
Assessment of student learning will take several forms including direct examination 
of student work; feedback from students via (for example) course evaluatibns, 
surveys, and focus groups; and alumni and employer surveys. With advice and 
counsel from an industry-based advisory board, the program's faculty program 
committee will draw on the assessment results in pursuing continuous 
improvements in curriculum and other aspects of program designlimplementation. 
4. Anticipated student demand: 
at initiation 
Number of Students 
3 years 
after initiation 
5 years 
after initiation 
Number of Majors 
Number of Graduates 
20 
o 
40 
20-30 
40 
40-50 
Indicate briefly what these projections are based upon: 
Twenty students are expected in the first class, with enrollment increasing to forty 
students by the fifth year of operations. It is estimated it will take students 5-6 
quarters to complete the program. Since the program is designed for working 
professionals as well as students continuing directly from undergraduate degrees, 
some will only attend part-time. 
The anticipated student demand for the proposed FPE program is based on a 
survey distributed to the California and Nevada chapters of the Society of Fire 
Protection Engineers (SFPE) and to the California Fire Prevention Officers (CFPO) 
organizations in northern and southern California. The CFPO organizations 
represent the fire code enforcement authorities in small, medium and large 
jurisdictions throughout California. The SFPE and the CFPO distributed the survey 
to their member organizations. 
2 
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5. 	 If additional resources (faculty, student allocations, support staff, facilities, 
equipment, etc.) will be required, please identify the resources, indicate the 
extent of the college's commitment to allocate them, and evidence that 
college decision-making committees were aware of the sources of resource 
support when they endorsed the proposal. If the college expects the 
university to provide additional resources, please identify the resources and 
anticipated cost. 
A coordinator will be required to develop and maintain this program. This 
coordinator will be supported by income generated by the program. Support has 
been received from the California State University Commission on the Extended 
University and the Society of Fire Protection Engineers' Education and Scientific 
Foundation. Additional funding is being sought from private industry to help support 
this program. The program will operate through special session so no state general 
funds will be required to start or maintain the program. The program will be 
financially self-supporting. 
6. 	 If the program is occupational or professional, summarize evidence of need 
for graduates with this specific education background: 
The shortage of fire protection engineers in California is critical. Despite the 
demonstrated need for individuals trained in this field, there are no graduate 
degree programs in fire protection engineering west of the Mississippi. The only 
two existing programs in fire protection engineering are in Maryland and 
Massachusetts. In addition to the traditional fire protection engineering field, 
California has a unique Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) fire problem that fire 
protection engineers can help address. As our WUI areas continue to expand 
along with the overall population, California can expect to realize even greater 
human and property loss from fires. 
The lack of degree opportunities has created significant demand for individuals 
with fire protection engineering expertise in California. More positions open each 
year than there are qualified individuals to fill them. This demand is expected to 
expand in California and other western states, which continues to be one of the 
fastest growing regions in the country. 
In its 2009 recruitment survey, the SFPE reported that of 56 respondents, 33 
(59%) attempted to hire a FPE despite the economic downturn. Of these 33, 21 
(64%) experienced difficulties with the hiring process, with the primary issue being 
a lack of applicants in the geographic location. Of the 56 respondents, 49 (88%) 
anticipated hiring addition91 FPEs within the next 5 years. Of these 49, 36 (73%) 
felt it would be difficult to find qualified applicants. 
7. 	 If the new program is currently a concentration or specialization, include a 
brief rationale for conversion: 
N/A 
3 
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8. 	 If the new program is not commonly offered as ·a bachelors or master's 
degree, provide compelling rationale explaining how the proposed subject 
area constitutes a coherent, integrated degree major which has potential 
value for students. If the new program does not appear to conform to the 
CSU Trustee policy calling for "broadly based programs," provide rationale: 
The discipline of fire protection engineering is not new; however, programs 
designed to educate individuals to be fire protection engineers have not been 
offered by the California State University. There is only one undergraduate 
program in the country at the University of Maryland. There are only two graduate 
programs, University of Maryland and Worcester Polytechnic Institute. 
Fire protection engineering is recognized as a distinct engineering discipline in the 
State of California as well as in most other states. Engineers practicing in this 
discipline must be licensed as professional engineers. Students in this program will 
be prepared to sit for the professional engineering examination in this discipline. 
9. 	 Briefly describe how the new program fits with the mission and/or strategic 
plan for the department, college andlor university: 
The addition of this program will not impede the successful operation and growth of 
eXisting programs on campus. As a special session program offered under 
Executive Order 802, the program will be administratively and academically 
completely self-supporting. No general fund resources from either the College of 
Engineering or any other academic units will be used to support this program. The 
program's interdisciplinary structure, application of theory to practice, and outreach 
and engagement features support and advance the missions of Cal Poly, the 
College of Engineering, and Continuing Education and University Outreach. 
Cal Poly Mission Statement 
Cal Poly fosters teaching, scholarship, and service in a learn-by-doing environment 
where students and faculty are partners in discovery. As a polytechnic university, 
Cal Poly promotes the application of theory to practice. As a comprehensive 
institution, Cal Poly provides a balanced education in the arts, sciences, and 
technology, while encouraging cross-disciplinary and co-curricular experiences. As 
an academic community, Cal Poly values free inquiry, cultural and intellectual 
diversity, mutual respect, civic engagement, and social and environmental 
responsibility. 
This program enhances the strong polytechnic mission of Cal Poly by applying 
engineering and architectural theories to fire protection. The program expands our 
civic engagement initiatives by producing graduates who will reduce the loss of 
lives and property in California due to fire. 
4 
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10. Attach a display of curriculum requirements. 
Required Courses Units Prerequisite 
FPE 501 Fundamental Thermal Sciences 4 Grad Standing or consent 
FPE 502 Fire Dynamics 4 FPE 501 or consent 
FPE 503 Flammability Assessment Methods 4 FPE 502 
FPE 504 Fire Modeling 4 FPE 502, FPE 503 
FPE 521 Egress Analysis and Design 4 Grad Standing or consent 
FPE 522 Fire Detection Alarm and Communication Systems 4 Grad Standingor consent 
FPE 523 Water-based Fire Suppression 4 FPE 501 or consent 
FPE 524 Structural Fire Protection 4 Grad Standing or consent 
FPE 596 Capstone Experience in Fire Protection Engineering 5 FPE 504, advanced graduate 
standing, completion of, or 
concurrent enrollment in, 
engineering courses in 
program. & consent 
TOTAL 37 
Elective Courses Units Prerequisite 
FPE 551 Fire Safety Regulation and Management 4 Grad Standing or consent 
FPE 552 Smoke Management and Special Hazards 4 FPE 502, FPE 504 
FNR 455 Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Protection 3 Consent 
ME 541 Advanced Thermodynamics 4 ME 303,ME 343, ME 347, 
MATH 244. Grad Standing 
ME 554 Computational Heat Transfer 4 ME 343, ME347, Math 418, 
Grad Standing 
Choose a total of 8 units from elective courses 8 
TOTAL NUMBER NEEDED FOR DEGREE 45 
5 
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Continuous Course/Curriculum Summary 

For Academic Senate Consent Agenda 

Note: The following courses have been summarized by staff in the Academic Programs Office for 
review by the Academic Senate Curriculum Committee (ASCC) and Academic Senate (AS) 
Date Updated: December 15,2009 
Fall 2009 Review 
Items highlighted in red are to be considered by the Academic Senate. 
ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED BY ACADEMIC SENATE 

Program Name or ASCC Academic Provost Term Effective 
Course Number, Title recommendation! Senate (AS) 
Other 
MS Fire Protection Engineering Approved 12/1/09 
(ME Dept), a pilot program 
FPE 501 Fundamental Thermal Approved 12/1/09 
Sciences (4) 4 lee 
FPE 502 Fire Dynamics(4) 41ec Approved 12/1/09 
FPE 503 Flammability Assessment Approved 12/1/09 
Methods (4) 4 lee 
FPE 504 Fire Modeling (4) 41ec Approved 12/1/09 
FPE 521 Egress Analysis and Design Approved 12/1/09 
(4)4Iec 
FPE 522 Fire Detection, Alarm and Approved 12/1/09 
Communication Systems (4) 4 lee 
FPE 523 Water-based Fire Approved 12/1/09 
Suppression (4) 4 lee 
FPE 524 Structural Fire Protection (4) Approved 12/1/09 
41ec 
FPE 551 Fire Safety Regulation and Approved 12/1/09 
Management (4) 41ec 
FPE 552 Smoke Management and Approved 12/1/09 
Special Hazards (4) 41ec 
FPE 596 Culminating Experience in Approved 12/1/09 
Fire Protection Engineering (5) supv 
C:\DOCUME-l \mcamuso\LOCALS-l \Temp\Continuous-Course-Summary.doc 12122109 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

of 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -10 

RESOLUTION ON 

PROPOSAL FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 

UNIVERSITY CENTER FOR INNOVATION AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Cal Poly endorse the attached proposal for 
establishment of the University Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship. 
Proposed by: Orfalea College ofBusiness 
Date: November 24 2009 
RECEIVED 
 O\LPOLY 
State of California 	 NOV 2 4 2009 
Memorandum 	 SAN LUIS OBISPO 
ACADEMIC SENATE 	 CA 93407 
To: 	 Rachel Fernfiores, Chair Date: November 19,2009 
Academic Senate 
Copies: Susan Opava 
Provost and Vice 
From: 	 Robert D. Koob 
Dave Christy 
Lou Tornatzky 
Jonathan York 
Subject: 	 Request for Academic Senate Review of the 
Proposal for the Establishment of a University 
Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship 
Attached is a copy of a proposal to establish a University Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship. 
In accordance with campus policy for the Establishment, Evaluation and Discontinuation of Centers and 
Institutes, this proposal received conceptual approval by the Academic Deans' Council at its meeting on 
November 16,2009. I would now appreciate the Academic Senate's review of this proposal. 
Simultaneously an ad hoc committee, appointed by me, will review organizational and financial aspects 
ofthe proposed center. Please feel free to contact Drs. Lou Tornatzky or Jonathan York in the Orfalea 
College of Business, authors of the proposal, should you have any questions or would like them to make 
a presentation to the Academic Senate. 
Thank you, and if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office. 
Attachment 
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~J ORFALEA 
CAL POLY ~ ~G~~~~s~ 

Proposal for a University Center for Innovation and 

Entrepreneurship 

California Polytechnic State University 

Submitted by 

Louis G. Tomatzky, Ph.D. Jonathan L. York, Ph.D. 

Orfalea College of Business 

October, 2009 

Submitted to 

Dave Christy, Dean, Orfalea College of Business 
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"The core elements of an entrepreneurial university are: a strengthened 
steering core with a clear vision and mission, boundary spanning 
structures and mechanisms to interact with the "outside" world (external 
stakeholders), a diversified funding base (less state funding), inter- and 
multidisciplinary activity and an integrated entrepreneurial culture. I" 
from the World Economic Forum's 2009 Report on 
entrepreneurship education 
Background and Purpose 
This proposal develops the rationale and goals for a University Center for Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship at Cal Poly. The proposed Center would enhance classroom and 
field-learning opportunities for students across the campus, encourage interdisciplinary 
scholarly research and publication, and be a resource for the university as it evolves its 
role in innovation, creativity, entrepreneurship, technology commercialization and 
regional technological and economic development. Moreover, it would perform an 
important coordinating and clearinghouse role among students, faculty and staff who are 
deeply interested in these issues. 
The proposal has its origins in informal discussions between Dr.Tomatzky and Dr. York, 
with Dr. Susan Opava, Dean of Research and Graduate Studies at Cal Poly, Dr. Robert 
Koob, Provost, and Dr. Dave Christy, Dean of the Orfalea College of Business on how to 
best expand the mission interests of the institution in the area of entrepreneurship and 
innovation. These preliminary interactions have been supplemented with discussions 
with a much larger cohort of interested parties, both on campus and in the community 
(Appendix A) several of whom would be formally affiliated with the Center when it 
launches. Based on these interactions, and research that we have conducted on national 
trends and practices at other universities, we believe that there is a strong case for the 
formation of a University Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship that could yield 
numerous programmatic enhancements at Cal Poly, such as: 
• 	 An enlarged, focused and more interdisciplinary program of undergraduate and 
graduate instruction in innovation and entrepreneurship; 
• 	 A significantly enhanced effort to foster hands-on entrepreneurial experiences, 
both within the university andjn collaboration with community organizations and 
entrepreneurs, consistent with the polytechnic and learn-by-doing orientation of 
the institution; 
• 	 A more robust program of research, scholarship and policy studies dealing with 
entrepreneurship and innovation; 
• 	 A partner in Cal Poly's increasing involvement in technology commercialization 
in evaluating, "incubating," and supporting faculty and students' entrepreneurial 
activities; 
1 World Economic Forum, Educating the Next Wave of Entrepreneurs, Geneva, Switzerland, 2009. 
2 
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• 	 An active participant in and supporter of Cal Poly's role in regional economic 
development, especially where it comes to technology-based start-ups and 
innovative growth practices in existing companies; 
• 	 An administrative and philosophical "home" and/or support system for 
entrepreneUrial activities and programs such as intra- and inter-university 
competitions, lecture series and symposia; 
• 	 A venue for domestic and international collaboration with universities with 
comparable missions and interests in innovation and entrepreneurship (e.g., 
Politecnico di Milano, Helsinki University of Technology, Chalmers University 
of Technology, Grand l'Ecole des Mines de Paris) with which Cal Poly already 
has significant or budding exchange relationships. 
It should be emphasized that while many of the above activities are being implemented at 
some level at Cal Poly, their full flowering will benefit from the establishment ofa 
Center. The experience of many universities is that a Center can leverage significant 
external support in the form of dedicated gifts, grants and contracts, as well as function as 
a lightning rod for change. We also believe that the Cal Poly context and "brand" will be 
a significant asset. However, only an officially sanctioned and approved Center can be 
competitive in the soft money arena. 
In the following pages, the authors further develop the argument for a University Center 
for Innovation and Entrepreneurship located administratively in the Orfalea College 
of Business along with a concurrent coordinating relationship with the Dean of Research 
and Graduate Programs consistent with its campus wide interdisciplinary vision. The 
two principals leading this development effort (York and Tornatzky) have appointments 
in OCOB, but from the beginning of the planning effort many individuals from other 
colleges have been involved. Moreover, as the center evolves it will truly become a 
University Center in terms of the breadth of its activities, units and individuals involved 
and its face to the world. 
Background and Context 
Entrepreneurship and innovation are topics that preoccupy academics, business and 
government leaders, and the country's imagination. If one "Scholar-Googles" on either 
term, the resulting search yields hits in the hundreds of thousands. Nationally prominent 
private and government foundations (e.g., Ewing Marion Kauffman, National Science 
Foundation) have focused and expanded their program agendas on fostering 
entrepreneurship and innovation. Even in a time of economic disorder, that portion of the 
U.S. and California economies that focuses on technologically innovative entrepreneurial 
startups remains the envy of the world. 
Most important from the university perspective is the fact that the growth of 
entrepreneurship centers, research programs, and dedicated positions (e.g., endowed 
chairs) has been phenomenal over the past decade. For example, the Global Consortium 
of Entrepreneurship Centers has over 200 sanctioned university programs as members. 
3 
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Almost all of these Centers focus on both innovation and entrepreneurship as tightly 
linked activities. Also., a 2004 Kauffman Foundation study found 404 endowed chairs in 
entrepreneurship in the U.S. alone. There is also a growing link between 
entrepreneurship education and research and regional economic development, 
particularly university technology transfer resulting in the establishment of technology­
based startups. Both of the authors of this proposal have been involved in the practice 
and study of these phenomena (e.g., NSF-supported national benchmarking2). 
While the small enterprise, entrepreneurial portion of the US economy has been the major 
source of new jobs for over two decades, there is a subcomponent - the "gazelle" 
companies - that account for a disproportionate fraction of that economic growth. 
Typically, gazelle firms have been particularly clever and innovative in their products 
and business models, often commercializing research-based innovations from 
universities. 
There is also a strong relationship between successful entrepreneurship and the mastery 
of innovation processes and technological creativity. The more successful entrepreneurs 
tend to be more innovative, and the more innovative companies tend to be entrepreneurial 
- or "intrapreneurial" in the case of larger companies. By illustration, a business best­
seller enti~led The Innovator's Dilemma3 has documented the extent to which most large 
corporations are unable to adopt or implement radical technological innovations al).d 
spend most of their efforts on incremental, cost-saving changes to production processes 
or product features. Thus the proposed Center must place significant effort on 
understanding and implementing innovation processes wherever they occur. While the 
scholarly literature in this area is large4, there are nonetheless many opportunities for Cal 
Poly to make a contribution. 
As the World Economic Forum report Educating the Next Wave of Entrepreneurs notes, 
"The design of adequate framework conditions by universities and governments should 
not only serve to support entrepreneurship education and the recognition of credible 
entrepreneurial opportunities, but also to establish the further entrepreneurial 'support 
chain' of technology commercialization and academic spin-off activity in higher 
education contexts.,,5 
For example, in the public policy domain over the past 15 years, the vast majority of state 
governments and regional organizations have tuned their economic development 
strategies so as to pay more deliberate attention to nurturing technological innovation ­
particularly with state-based research universities as key players6 - with the hope that it 
2 Tornatzky, L. G. "Benchmarking University-Industry Technology Transfer: A Six Year Retrospective." 

Journal of Technology Transfer, 26, 269-277, 200l. 

3 Christensen, C. M. The Innovator's Dilemma: When New Technology Causes Great Firms to Fail. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press, 1997. 

4 Tornatzky, L. and Fleisher, M. The Processes ofTechnological Innovation. Lexington, MA: DC Heath, 

1990; Rogers, E. Diffusion ofInnovation. 5th edition. New York: Free Press, 2003. 

5 World Economic Forum, Op. cit 

6 Tornatzky, L.G., Waugaman, P. G., and Gray, D. O. Innovation U. : New University Roles in a 

Knowledge Economy. Research Triangle Park, NC: Southern Growth Policies Board, 2002. 
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will help anchor high wage, high technology companies in their region. Increasingly 
these public policy initiatives are focused on the nurturance of entrepreneurial ventures, 
through the establishment of business incubators7, public-private seed funds and 
university-based entrepreneurship centers. 
At the same time, the public sector continues to struggle with the problem of how to 
serve its constituencies more effectively. Often this discussion involves not what to do, 
. but how to export the culture and practices of private sector entrepreneurship to the 
public domain, and how to effectively foster innovation processes and disseminate and 
implement innovations that are already proven. This problem repeats itself in settings as 
disparate as public education, sustain ability or mental health. 
Why Is a Center Needed? 
This proposal for the establishment of the University Center for Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship at Cal Poly represents the coming together in time of several significant 
activities and trends that make this the right time: 
• 	 An increased focus on technology commercialization at Cal Poly at both 
university and college levels, with a rapidly growing interest in leveraging 
research into new companies; 
• 	 Significant growth in faculty research and grant activity, particularly in areas that 
have entrepreneurial potential and incorporate interdisciplinary innovation; 
• 	 Establishment of a tenure track faculty position in entrepreneurship in the Orfalea 
College ofBusiness with the concomitant energizing of the entrepreneurship 
curriculum; 
• 	 Establishment of a clearer role for Cal Poly in regional economic development 
efforts and a more robust series of conversations between the university and 
relevant organizations (e.g., SLO Chamber of Commerce); 
• 	 Increasing cross-departmental research cooperation with entrepreneurship 
potential; 
• 	 Increased faculty interest and involvement in technology innovation and 
commercialization, expressed in both new and revised curricula as well as in new 
approaches to long-standing Cal Poly traditions, such as the Senior Project; 
• 	 Efforts on behalf of Cal Poly and the community to better identify and catalogue 
the significant entrepreneurial efforts of Cal Poly alumni over the past decade, 
resulting in a large list of potential supporters of a variety of entrepreneurial 
activities and research; 
• 	 Development of specialized facilities with implications for entrepreneurship 
instruction and practice, such as a recently configured Entrepreneurial Ideation 
7 Tomatzky, L., Sherman, H., and Adkins, D. Incubating Technology Business: A National Benchmarking 
Study. Athens, 0: National Business Incubation Association, 2003. 
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Laboratory (ElL, 38-133), in the Orfalea College of Business, that is patterned 
after approaches pioneered by IDEO and in Stanford design facilities. 
What Will the Proposed Center Do? 
Based on the existing research on and practice of innovation and entrepreneurship - and 
the shortcomings therein - we believe that a strong case can be made for a University 
Center with the following features: 
• 	 A Center that cuts across and integrates different disciplinary concepts, methods 
and approaches; 
• 	 A Center that is tied to applications, and to fostering innovation and 

entrepreneurship in a polytechnic, leam-by-doing context; 

• 	 A Center that bridges epistemological boundaries between business, engineering, 
the social sciences, the humanities and the physical and natural sciences. 
We also believe that Cal Poly is the logical parent for such an organization as the 
proposed University Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship, for the following 
reasons: 
• 	 Cal Poly today has a critical mass of faculty, staff and business partners actively 
involved in technological innovation and entrepreneurship; 
• 	 Cal Poly is evolving a culture of entrepreneurship that focuses industrial 

partnerships on new ventures; 

• 	 Cal Poly is increasingly involved in community partnerships trying to foster an 
entrepreneurial, technology-based regional economy; 
• 	 As a polytechnic university, innovation is at the core of what Cal Poly does and is. 
How Would a University Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship Work? 
Four issues are particularly pertinent to answering this question: vision and mission; 
structure; leadership; and funding. 
Vision and Mission. The vision is to create a nationally recognized education, research, 
action and advocacy center concerned with the processes, structures and outcomes of 
entrepreneurship and innovation. The mission is to educate more students more 
intensively in these areas, foster research in entrepreneurship and innovation and enable 
the practice of entrepreneurship in our campus and regional community. 
Structure and Leadership. The Center would function as an R&D and outreach entity, 
with a modest amount of core "hard money" support (ideally in the form of endowment) 
that would also be highly leveraged in terms of external grants and contracts. A small 
leadership cohort would receive guidance from a Center Advisory Board, with members 
from campus, regional and national organizations. Many of the members of this Board 
can be drawn from the list of interested parties in Appendix A. Researchers and 
practitioners from across the country would be invited to be affiliated Scholars, and 
6 
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partner with Cal Poly-based faculty. The primary unit of activity would be the Project, 
all of which would be externally funded and most of which would involve collaboration 
between faculty from various units and institutions on campus, as well as partnerships 
from regional and national entities. 
It is recommended that intellectual and scientific leadership (Director) of the Center 
during a two-year launch period be shared between Dr. Louis Tornatzky and Dr. Jonathan 
York (working initially on a partial released time basis). Since Dr. Tornatzky and Dr. 
York are both tenure track faculty members in the College of Business, with leadership 
responsibilities in the Entrepreneurship Concentration therein, there will be a natural and 
enduring linkage to the College of Business. In addition, a staff Administrator will be 
folded into Center operations, starting initially on a part-time basis. It should be 
emphasized however, that the Center can only accomplish its vision and mission if it is 
seen, and is in fact, an organization that serves the entire campus as well as being seen as 
a community asset. In Appendix B, vitae have been provided for Drs. Tornatzky and 
York. 
Launch Funding. As suggested above, the Center is visualized as eventually a 
predominantly soft money operation, supported by a variety of public and private 
"investors." Initially, a modest amount of launch resources, in cash or in kind, for the 
first two years of operation will need to be secured, probably in the range of$25-100K 
per year. This could be raised privately through grants and/or individual supporters, with 
a small amount of initial University funding through the Orfalea College of Business and 
the Office of Research and Graduate Programs. It would be reasonable to expect that 
within 6-9 months a number ofproposals would be under review by federal funding 
agencies, foundations and private donors. If funded, and of sufficient magnitude, there 
would be eventual IDC recovery that would accrue to the Center. 
In the longer term, a stable source of endowment-based funding would be desirable to 
support the ongoing administrative functions of the Center, as well as to kick-start and 
match-fund Center Activities (see below). 
We expect to reach a goal of steady-state level of funding in the range of $250-500K per 
year from a variety of sources within 2-3 years after official launch. A more detailed 
depiction of future funding expectations is presented in Appendix D. Both of the 
founding leaders of this center have an established track record in securing financing 
such as this. Over his career, Dr. Tornatzky has secured well over $10 million in external 
research funding from various agencies and foundations. In his previous positions, Dr. 
York has raised over $150 million in public and private funds for business, civic, and 
academic projects. 
Illustrative Activities and Projects 
The work of the Center is expected to be quite diverse and will include research and 
"action" projects, with one-time events alongside multi-year work, which will be 
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attractive to a wide variety of potential "investors." The following are the best 
opportunities for building a portfolio of sponsored projects and activities: 
Research Studies ofInnovation and Entrepreneurial Processes. Despite a relatively 
rich body of research, across a range of disciplines, there are still a number of important 
questions about innovation and entrepreneurial processes, that have been a difficult 
challenge for academic institutions. Simply put, the phenomena do not fit well with the 
typical structures and processes of the academic world, nor do they match well with the 
disciplinary structure of universities. For example, one of the most complete integrative 
reviews8 of the conceptual and empirical literature on innovation argued the following: 
• 	 Entrepreneurship and innovation are not discrete events, but processes that 
encompass many events and many explanatory factors that cut across disciplinary 
boundaries; 
• 	 Entrepreneurship and innovation are longitudinal processes, often taking years, 
and the events and explanatory factors are qualitatively distinct depending on 
where one is in the overall process; 
• 	 Entrepreneurship and innovation processes occur at different levels, often 
simultaneously, that in turn do not correspond to the conceptual domains and 
preferred methodologies of academic disciplines or sub-disciplines. 
This state of the field suggests that there is an opportunity to focus Cal Poly's research 
assets, through the enabling role of the Center, on topics that have conceptual and 
practical value. For example, these include: the cultural underpinnings of university 
technology transfer; organizational and inter-organizational structures facilitating 
technological innovation; risk-taking and innovation; and the regional economics of 
entrepreneurship. Studies of this nature are likely to be funded by the discipline-based 
programs of NSF or similar agencies, or larger national foundations. The Center will 
emphasize interdisciplinary projects relating to both innovation and entrepreneurship. 
Projects Fostering Campus and Community Entrepreneurship and Innovation. There 
is now a rich experience base of activities that can foster student and community interest 
and involvement in entrepreneurship. In the past year, the pace of entrepreneurship 
activities on campus has quickened. Among these have been: 
• 	 Drs. Christy and Tornatzky hosted an Entrepreneurship Forum at Cal Poly in the 
fall of 2008 that brought together faculty from across the campus, community 
business and technology leaders, and venture capitalists to highlight 
entrepreneurial progress at the University; 
• 	 Dr. Susan Opava, Dean of Research and Graduate Programs, has been sponsoring 
a quarterly forum focused on technology transfer activities and recent innovations 
by Cal Poly faculty. These events have been well attended by CEOs and Chief 
TechnologylEngineering Officers from high-tech companies in the region as well 
as Cal Poly faculty researchers; 
8 Tornatzky and Fleischer. The Processes ofTechnological Innovation. Op cit. 
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• 	 Dr. Opava sponsored an extended visit this past year by Dr. Ken Walters and Dr. 
Alvin Kwiram, who met with many groups across campus to share their 
experience in a variety of areas related to entrepreneurship and technology 
commercialization at the University of Washington; 
• 	 Innovation activity among faculty has increased dramatically in recent years, 
resulting in a steady stream of invention disclosures to the Office of Research and 
Graduate Programs and a concomitant increase in the filing of patent applications 
and issuance ofpatents; 
• 	 Both the Ray Scherr Business Plan Competition and Innovation Quest have seen 
an increase in the quality of the applicants and the leaders of Innovation Quest 
have planned a summer activity to provide more business development support to 
this year's winners; 
• 	 Drs. York and Tornatzky have been meeting regularly with faculty in the College 
of Engineering across most of their disciplines to seek avenues for collaboration 
in entrepreneurship activities; 
• 	 Dr. York and a group of students have re-started the Entrepreneurship Club, Cal 
Poly Entrepreneurs which will commence a full range of activities in the Fall of 
2009. A fall kickoff meeting was held in the Entrepreneurial Ideation Lab (ElL) 
and drew 35 students from 4 colleges; 
• 	 The Cal Poly Office of University Housing, Department of Apartment Life and 
Education, has designated an "Entrepreneurship Learning Center" at Poly Canyon 
Village. Drs. York and Tornatzky are assisting in the launch of this program for 
the 09-10 academic year; 
• 	 Conversations are well along with the Dean of Libraries to co-host, at the library, 
entrepreneurship related events, perhaps modeled after the MIT Enterprise Forum; 
• 	 The marketing faculty in the Orfalea College of Business have focused their 
curriculum on innovation and in project-based courses supporting startups and 
new business opportunities. 
There is also an opportunity to foster general awareness and knowledge among faculty 
members about technology transfer policies and procedures - particularly with an eye to 
startups - by conducting short seminars at targeted disciplines and individuals. 
Tornatzky has been involved in such work in the past. 
Fostering Venture Incubation. In the past, and still at this point in time, the "deal flow" 
of potential entrepreneurial ventures coming out of the Cal Poly community - faculty, 
students and staff - has been quite modest. Nonetheless, it is increasing (as noted above) 
as is a perceived need for some kind of technology commercialization and business 
support services. The Dean of Research and Graduate Programs, Dr. Susan Opava, and 
Jim Dunning, Project Administrator for C3RP,have been working on this problem and the 
University Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship would be an asset to those efforts, 
particularly given the past experiences of the initial Center leadership. 
9 
-24-

While a fully functioning incubator facility may not yet be justified, there is an 
opportunity and need to develop a transitional structure providing such services. This 
could be achieved by the establishment of non-residential "virtual" incubation services, in 
partnership with local experienced entrepreneurs. In addition, with the Cal Poly 
Technology Park coming on line within the next 15 months, this could provide another 
venue. for time-limited virtual and physical incubation activities. A plan is being 
considered for a small incubation space in the building funded through sponsorships. Dr. 
Tornatzky serves on the Academic Advisory Committee for the Technology Park project, 
and Dr. York serves on the San Luis Obispo Chamber's Economic Development 
Collaboration Committee as one of Cal Poly's representatives, along with Provost Koob, 
Susan Opava and Jim Dunning. 
Evaluation and Benchmarking Studies ofInnovation and Entrepreneurship Outcomes. 
While understanding innovation and entrepreneurial processes is the intellectual thread 
that ties this body of work together, often progress toward this goal can be reached via 
work that is primarily looking at outcomes. For example, under Dr. Tornatzky's 
direction, the Southern Technology Council executed a lO-year program of 
"benchmarking" research that examined technology transfer outcomes across research 
universities in the South. There is a great need to expand and update work such as this 
and develop a more comprehensive set ofmetrics, tools and analytic methods. Currently, 
Dr. Tornatzky and Dr. York are in the early stages of a national study oflong-term 
outcomes of regional entrepreneurial public-private initiatives. Also, Drs. Tornatzky and . 
York, along with Dr. Lynn Metcalf and Dr. Stem Neill, have submitted to the National 
Science Foundation a research proposal on "marooned assets" in innovation and 
technology, which will examine university-community technology collaboration in 
smaller university communities that are geographically isolated. 
Culture-Changing Events and Activities. Historically, the exposure of the Cal Poly 
community to entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs has been limited and hit-or-miss. As a 
result, student and faculty interest and involvement has been much less than at other 
campuses. Similarly, at campuses that are active and successful in fostering technology­
based ventures, there is lore, a set of stories and cultural values that encourages 
entrepreneurship among faculty and students. In order to accelerate the visibility and 
actual deal flow of entrepreneurial ventures, an awareness and culture building process 
needs to be undertaken, in which the Center will playa role and which will involve both 
students and faculty, as well as the broader entrepreneurial community. These could 
include: an entrepreneurship mentoring series~ organizing entrepreneurship events such 
as "fairs"; accelerating the scope and prominence of the business plan competition; 
organizing field trips to entrepreneurship events (e.g., Tornatzky has been leading student 
attendance at events hosted by the MIT Enterprise Forum based in Santa Barbara); 
facilitating exposure to entrepreneurship enabling organizations (e.g., Plug and Play Tech 
Center) and encouraging participation in entrepreneurship activities on campus that 
bridge disciplines and colleges. All of these events and activities have cumulative 
impacts that tend to "tip" the culture. The goal would be that within the foreseeable 
future the student and faculty culture at Cal Poly regarding entrepreneurship would look 
more like a Stanford or MIT than it does now. 
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Vetting the Center Concept 
At the suggestion ofDrs. Christy, Opava and Koob, conversations have been conducted 
with a range ofon-campus and community stakeholders to discuss the concepts behind this 
proposal and potential action items. We have identified and talked with faculty members, 
administrators and staff who have substantive interests in entrepreneurship and innovation, 
who might want to affiliate with such a Center, and who would be willing to be involved in 
further planning and fund raising. A parallel process was also undertaken in the community 
- identifying and enlisting private sector parties including venture investors, technology 
entrepreneurs and economic development officials. 
The outcomes of that process have been positive and substantive, and this version of the 
Center Proposal reflects many suggestions that we received. Nonetheless, the question of 
whether Cal Poly should playa larger role in entrepreneurship and innovation education, 
scholarship and practice seemed to be a "no-brainer" for the admittedly biased sample of 
informants. Their message was: do it; do it now; and do it as big as current and future 
resources permit. 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -10 
RESOLUTION ON 
SELECTION PROCESS FOR THE NOMINATION OF 
FACULTY REPRESENTATIVES TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FOR THE SELECTION OF CAMPUS PRESIDENT 
1 WHEREAS, The CSU Board ofTrustees Policy for the Selection ofPresidents indicates that 
2 there will be an advisory committee to the Trustees committee in the selection of 
3 CSU Presidents (http://www.calstate.eduidatastoreiPresidentialSearch.shtml). The 
4 Advisory Committee to the Trustees Committee for the Selection ofthe President 
5 (ACTCSU) is to include the CSU campus Academic Senate Chair plus two faculty 
6 representatives. The two faculty representatives are to be elected by the campus 
7 faculty or, if a standing policy allows for the forgoing ofa faculty election, that 
8 standing policy needs to be revised or ratified with each new presidential search; 
9 and 
10 
11 WHEREAS, The Academic Senate has no standing policy for selecting the two faculty 
12 representatives to ACTCSU; and 
13 
14 WHEREAS, In January 2010, the Academic Senate used the consent agenda process to adopt 
15 the provisional policy, attached, for the election oftwo faculty representatives to 
16 the ACTCSU; therefore be it 
17 
18 RESOLVED: That the policy, below, which is a slightly revised version ofthe provisional policy, 
19 henceforth be the standing policy for the election oftwo faculty representatives to 
20 future incarnations ofthe ACTCSU: 
21 
22 
23 ACADEMIC SENATE SELECTION PROCESS FOR THE NOMINATION OF TWO 
24 FACULTY REPRESENTATIVES TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE 
25 TRUSTEE COMMITTEE FOR THE SELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 
26 
27 1. The Board ofTrustees Policy for the Selection ofPresidents (BOT Policy) specifies that in 
28 addition to the Trustees Committee for the Selection ofthe President established by the 
29 Office ofthe Chancellor, an Advisory Committee to the Trustees Committee for the 
30 Selection ofthe President (ACTCSP) serves as one ofthe consultative groups in the 
31 selection ofcampus Presidents. Among the members ofthe ACTCSP is the Chair ofthe 
32 Academic Senate and two (2) "faculty representatives elected by the faculty" 
33 (http://www.calstate.eduidatastore/PnbsidentialSearch.shtml). 
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34 2. The nomination and election ofthe two faculty representatives to the ACTCSP shall be by 
35 and from those members ofthe General Faculty as defined by the Constitution ofthe 
36 Faculty (Article 1). 
37 3. In order to provide the fullest possible representation ofthe colleges given the constraints 
38 of the BOT Policy, the combination ofthe two faculty representatives plus the Chair ofthe 
39 Academic Senate shall all come from separate colleges. Together the three shall have the 
40 following college affiliations: 
41 A. One representative from either CLA or CSM. 
42 B. One representative from CAFES, CAED, CENG, OCOB. 
43 C. The second elected position will be an at large position. It will go to the nominee who 
44 receives the next highest votes and is not faculty from either the college of the Senate 
45 Chair or the first elected person. 
46 D. In the event that one of the two elected representatives is unable to serve at any time 
47 during the search, the nominee who received the next highest number ofvotes in the 
48 election according to the specifications in 3 (including 3A-C) will serve in his or her 
49 stead. 
I 
50 
51 4. To become a nominee for one of the two representative positions, an eligible 
52 member of the faculty must submit to the Chair of the Academic Senate the 
53 following: 
54 A. A statement not to exceed 200 words indicating how he or she interprets the 
55 role and responsibility of representing the Cal Poly faculty as a member of the 
56 ACTCSP. 
57 B. A nominating petition (including the statement from A) signed by twenty 
58 (20) members of the Faculty eligible to vote in this election. No more than five 
59 (5) signatures can come from the nominee's Department and at least five (5) 
60 signatures must be from faculty in a college other than the nominee's college. 
61 Eligible signatories may not sign nomination petitions for more than one 
62 candidate without rendering all petitions he or she has signed ineligible. 
63 4. At the request of the Office of the Chancellor to begin the election process for faculty 
64 representation, the Academic Senate Chair will make the call for nominations allowing for 
65 a nomination period ofone week. 
66 5. The Academic Senate Chair will also make the arrangements for the voting process, 
67 allowing for a voting period ofone week. 
68 6. The two candidates with the highest number ofvotes (from different colleges) shall be the 
69 faculty representatives to the (ACTCSP). If there are significant time constraints, a tie 
70 vote will be decided by the Academic Senate Chair. If time does allow, run-off elections 
71 will be conducted to deal with a tie vote. The Academic Senate Chair will not vote in the 
72 election. 
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73 Rationale for 3(A-C): All three representatives should be from different colleges from each 
74 other so that Cal Poly faculty has the broadest possible range ofrepresentation given the 
75 constraints of the BOT policy. The purpose ofthe at large position is to encourage the 
76 academic community to think in terms of electing the best candidates. 
77 Rationale for 4(A): Requiring a statement ofhow a nominee would serve Cal Poly faculty on the 
78 ACTCSP will help faculty determine who is most likely to represent not only the interests ofhis 
79 or her department and college, but also the university more broadly. 
80 Rationale for 4(B): Requiring that a nominee seek support outside ofhis or her department and 
81 college helps to ensure that our representatives are regarded by colleagues from across the 
82 campus as responsible representatives ofCal Poly faculty. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Executive Committee 
Date: December 27 2009 
Cal Poly Academic Senate Provisional Selection Process for the Nomination ofTwo Faculty 

Representatives to the Advisory Committee to the Trustee Committee for the Selection ofthe 

President 

1. 	 The Board ofTrustees Policy for the Selection ofPresidents (BOT Policy) specifies that 
in addition to the Trustees Committee for the Selection ofthe President established by the 
Office ofthe Chancellor, an Advisory Committee to the Trustees Committee for the 
Selection ofthe President (ACTCSP) serves as one ofthe consultative groups in the 
selection ofcampus Presidents. Among the members ofthe ACTCSP is the Chair ofthe 
Academic Senate and two (2) "faculty representatives elected by the faculty" 
(http://www.calstate.eduidatastorelPresidentialSearch.shtml). 
2. 	 The nomination and election ofthe two faculty representatives to the ACTCSP shall be 
by and from those members ofthe General Faculty as defined by the Constitution ofthe 
Faculty (Article 1). 
3. 	 In order to provide the fullest possible representation ofthe colleges given the constraints 
of the BOT Policy, the combination of the two faculty representatives plus the Chair of 
the Academic Senate shall all come from separate colleges. Together the three shall have 
the following college affiliations: 
A. One representative from either CLA or CSM. 
B. One representative from CAFES, CAED, CENG, OCOB. 
C. The second elected position will be an at large position. It will go to the nominee who 
receives the next highest votes and is not faculty from either the college ofthe Senate 
Chair or the first elected person. 
D. In the event that one ofthe two elected representatives is unable to serve at any time 
during the search, the nominee who received the next highest number ofvotes in the 
election according to the specifications in 3 (including 3A-C) will serve in his or her 
stead. 
4. To become a nominee for one of the two representative positions, an eligible 

member of the faculty must submit to the Chair of the Academic Senate the 

following: 

A. 	 A statement not to exceed 200 words indicating how he or she interprets the role 
and responsibility of representing the Cal Poly faculty as a member of the 
ACTCSP. 
B. 	 A nominating petition (including the statement from A) signed by twenty (20) 
members of the Faculty eligible to vote in this election. No more than five (5) 
signatures can come from the nominee's Department and at least five (5) 
signatures must be from faculty in a college other than the nominee's college. 
Eligible signatories may not sign nomination petitions for more than one 
candidate without rendering all petitions he or she has signed ineligible. 
4. 	 The call for nominations will be made on January 6, 2010 and the nomination period 
shall end at noon on January 13, 2010. 
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5. 	 Ballots to elect the two faculty representatives along with each candidate's statement shall 
be distributed on January 14, 2010. The ballots shall contain the names of all qualified 
nominees, and voters will vote for two. Completed ballots must be received by the 
Academic Senate Office by noon on January 21,2010 (Building 38, Room 143). 
6. 	 The two candidates with the highest number ofvotes (from different colleges) shall be 
the faculty representatives to the (ACTCSP). Due to time constraints, a tie vote will be 
decided by the Academic Senate Chair. Consequently, the Academic Senate Chair will 
not vote in the election. 
Rationale for 3(A-C): All three representatives should be from different colleges from each other 
so that Cal Poly faculty has the broadest possible range ofrepresentation given the constraints of 
the BOT policy. The purpose ofthe at large position is to encourage the academic community to 
think in terms of electing the best candidates. 
Rationale for 4(A): Requiring a statement ofhow a nominee would serve Cal Poly faculty on the 
ACTCSP will help faculty determine who is most likely to represent not only the interests ofhis 
or her department and college, but also the university more broadly. 
Rationale for 4(B): Requiring that a nominee seek support outside ofhis or her department and 
college helps to ensure that our representatives are regarded by colleagues from across the 
campus as responsible representatives ofCal Poly faculty. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Executive Committee 
December 11, 2010 
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